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The investigation herein reported is the result of a farm manage-
ment survey of four townships in west Johnson County, Missouri. 
The data secured in this survey furnishes the basis for several reports 
on different phases of the farm management problem. The report 
on Land Tenure is the first of the series; others will follow shortly . 
In making the field survey upon which this report is based, 
the writers were assisted by W. H. Howell, J . A . Roth, D. C. Wood, 
J. H. Hursh, and R. M. Green, advanced students in the College 
of Agriculture. The work was greatly assisted by many farmers 
and business men of the region surveyed, who gave the most thorough 
co-operation in their power. Special acknowledgment is made to 
Mr. C. L. Hobart of Holden, Missouri, for continuous active personal 
help and co-operation throughout the entire time the survey was 
conducted. 
(60) 
LAND TENURE. 
0. R. JOHNSON AND w. E. FOARD. 
The study of agricultural conditions in a region by means of the 
farm management survey is not new to those who have kept in touch 
with farm management investigations in different sections of the 
country. But in order that those who are not familiar with the 
methods used, may understand the means by which the following 
data was collected and compiled, and appreciate more the significance 
of the results obtained, some space must be given to a discussion of 
methods. This discussion will apply also to the subsequent publica-
tions of this series dealing with different phases of the agriculture 
of the region studied. The present discussion will concern itself 
with only the one large rural problem of land tenure. 
The farm management survey method of investigation has as 
its basis the collecting of information from all farms of a given 
region and of a similar type. The average of data so collected will 
then show very closely the average conditions of that region. The 
data includes: first-the capital investment for the beginning and 
close of a farm year from which is obtained the average investment 
for the season; second-the receipts and expenses from all sources 
on the farm for the year; third-miscellaneous data such as cropping 
systems, manure management, methods of handling live stock, 
education, and social conditions of the region , systems of land rental, 
etc. The first two classes arc sometimes called essentials. By use 
of these two classes it is possible to determine the farm profits for 
the year and the sources of these profits, as well as the average of 
the successes and failures of a region. The three classes together 
show what practices are proving the most successful, so that while 
the third may be classed as a nonessential so far as the determining 
of actual profits go, yet it is the third class which aids in determining 
the direction in which agricultural activities should move in the 
region to insure greater success. 
Every farm in a region is visited and a record taken in order 
that the good farms as well as the bad will be included in the figures. 
It is true that the data is based very largely on estimates made by 
the farmers, but it will be found that the average of a great number of 
estimates will come much nearer the actual facts in the case than a 
few carefully kept records. Where one man over-estimates, another 
man will under-estimate, so that in averaging six or seven hundred 
farms it is possible to obtain a very reliable figure on any particular 
point. 
(61) 
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THE JOHNSON COUNTY FARM SURVEY. 
The region included in the survey here reported is situated in the 
western part of Johnson County, Missouri, and represents fairly well a 
large area of the state. For the most part the land is gently rolling. 
There is some rough land in the section. Bordering a stream known 
as Black Water and extending on each side of the stream for about 
a mile, there is rough, hilly, wooded land, but a small per cent of the 
farm region would be included in this section. 
The soil is a clay-loam, not much sand being in evidence. In 
most portions of this district the soil is not very deep. It is under-
laid with a tight clay subsoil, making drainage on level areas some-
what difficult. There is some bottom land along Black Water 
which is very much different in character from the upland just 
described. The soil here is deep and fertile. A few excellent fields 
of alfalfa are being grown on this land at present. 
The average annual rainfall for the five-year period from 1908 
to 1912 inclusive, was 37.95 inches. The average for the thirty-five 
years that a weather station has been established in the section is 
36.6 inches. The average for the year in which the survey was 
conducted, 1912, was 34.75 inches, being slightly below the average 
for this region. A careful study of Figure 1 will show that the season 
1912 was low in rainfall during the months of May, June, and July, 
a very critical period for farm crops in this section. This caused 
the season to be perhaps a trifle below the average. The difference, 
however, was not marked. The preceding season was exceedingly 
dry as shown by Figure 1. This fact has no doubt had some in-
fluence on the results which were obtained in the survey. The 
most striking illustration perhaps, is in the large increase in inventory 
TADLE 1.-AVERAGE YIBLDS OF CROPS IN 1912. 
Johnson County Average for Average for 
Crop survey region Missouri United States 
Corn, grain .. . ............... 35.4 bu. 26.9 bu. 25.9 bu. 
Corn, silage ......... . . . ..... 7. 05 tons . . . . . . . . . . .. .... 
Wheat ..... . .......... . ..... 17.8 bu. 14.8 bu. 15 .4! bu. 
Oats ...... ... .... . ..... . . . . . 28.0 bu. 23.1 bu. 28.6 bu. 
Potatoes ... . ..... . ..... . .. . . 82.5 bu. 81.0 bu. 106 . 1 bu . 
Cane .......... . ....... . ..... 2.5 tons 4.46 tons 3 . 71 tons 
Cowpea hay . .............. . . 1. 16 tons 0 . 0 ••••• . ... . .. . 
Timothy hay . ...... . ...... . . 1. 04 tons 1 . 06 tons 1. 22 tons 
Clover hay ...... . .......... . , . 97 ton<> 1.18 tons I 1. 29 tons Mixed hay . . . . .............. 1.1 tons 1 . 08 tons 1.27 tons 
Alfalfa hay .. . .......... . .... 1.9 tons 2. 71 tons 2.52 t ons 
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and a smaller amount of sales than would otherwise have been 
shown. The farmers the previous year had been compelled to 
close out some of their stock as their feed supply was practically 
exhausted, so that less feed and less live stock were sold in 1912 than 
would have been disposed of under other conditions. The crop 
yields for this section in 1912 are shown in Table 1, together with a 
comparison of these yields with the average for the state and for the 
United States. This illustrates the productivity of the region. 
Transportation.-For a part of this region transportation is 
somewhat of a problem. The farms of one township included in 
the survey are on an average, about ten miles from railroads so that 
transporting produce to market is expensive. The other three 
townships are located on the main line of the Missouri Pacific rail-
road from Kansas City to St. Louis, most points in either one being 
not more than four and a half to five miles from a railway station. 
The country roads of this section have been especially well main-
tained. They are for the most part dirt roads with bridges of steel or_~concrete, and they have been kept well graded and are usually 
in good condition. 
Figure 2.-0ne of the Well Kept Dirt Roads of the Region. There are 
Many Such in This District. 
Rural Organization.-A rural community center is being 
organized in the township farthest from railroads. The organiza-
tion should make a great difference in the social and economic 
conditions of this section. There has been, heretofore, very little 
co-operative buying and selling, but this condition is being rapidly 
changed and active co-operation is being started. One of the first 
rural high schools organized in the state is located here. 
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Type of Farming. The farming in thi::; ::;ection is much diversi-
llecl. There are a few men who sell nothing but grain, but most 
men Teed a good deal of the grain they grow to live stock. Wheat 
is the main money crop of the region. A little dairy farming is 
practiced near Holden and a great many men sell some cream to 
the creamery at this station, but dairying is not as yet a very large 
business. There are some farmers breeding pure bred live stock 
and the use of pure bred stock is on the increase. Some cattle are 
feel but the main source of income in a live stock way is from hogs. 
A vigorous campaign against hog cholera has been pushed in the 
region. The farmers are co-operating in this work and hog cholera 
is a thing which the farmers of that section no longer dread. 
Definition of Terms.-Before beginning a discussion of the 
results of this survey it would be well perhaps to define some of the 
terms which will be met frequently in the study of this work. 
Labor income is the measure of efficiency of various classes of 
farm operators. By "labor income" is meant what an operator 
has left at the end of a year after all operating expenses, not including 
expenses of family living, are paid and in addition five per cent interest 
on the investment and regular wage rates for unpaid labor except 
the operator's is allowed. For instance, if the total expenses of the 
farm, not including household expenses, were $2000, the total receipts 
$4000, interest on the investmei1t at five per cent, $1000, and unpaid 
labor on the farm except the operator's were valued at $250, the 
operator would have left for his labor income $7 50. This is what 
he would earn by his personal efforts in addition to the living which 
the farm furnished him. The value of products which the farm 
furnishes toward family living and house rent added to this other 
labor income gives the actual labor income in dollars and cents. 
It will be noticed in subsequent tables that there have been two 
calculations in most cases where labor income is concerned, one 
where family living is counted as a receipt of the operator and another 
where it is not counted. This factor is an important one and should 
be remembered in studying the results. 
All farm labor may be classified as either productive or main-
tenance labor. The productive labor which the farm furnishes 
determines very largely the profit of the business. By "productive 
work unit" is meant the time of one man or one horse for a ten-hour 
day at productive labor. Table 2 shows the weights given to various 
farm operations in terms of productive work units. 
In order to be able to compare the live stock interests on the 
various farms it is necessary to obtain some common basis for making 
this comparison. Prof. G. F. Warren of Cornell uses what he calls 
66 MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION BULLETIN 121 
an "animal unit" as a basis for comparison. The animal unit 
compares different classes of live stock on the basis of food consumed 
and manure produced. For instance, one cow, horse, mature steer, 
or mule, consumes approximately the same amount of food and 
produces nearly the same amount of manure. Then with the cow 
as the basis, other classes of stock are compared to cows. In this 
manner a comparison by means of these units will be entirely fair to 
all farms and this method has been used in the investigation here 
reported. Table 3 gives the proportion of an animal unit allowed 
for each of the various farm animals. 
"Capital" means the investment in the farm business including 
land, live stock, machinery, tools, feed, supplies, and cash. 
"Crop acre" means an acre of a harvested crop. If a man 
could grow two crops on his ground each year, he would have 
double the crop acres that he has acres of land to cultivate. 
TABLE 2.-NUMBER OF PRODUCTIVE WORK UNITS NEEDED TO PRODUCE ONE 
ACRE OF VARIOUS CROPS AND TO CARE FOR VARIOUS 
CLASSES OF LIVE STOCK. 
- --- ------------------------------------- ---------- ---
Man units* I Horse units* 
----------------------------1--------! I 
Producing an acre of: 
Corn, husked from stalk or shock .. . ... ... . 
Corn, shredded or siloed .. ............... . 
Wheat, oats, or rye ..................... . . 
Timothy and clover, or mixed hay ....... . . . 
Cowpeas ........................ . ...... . 
Potatoes .................. .. .... . ... ... . 
Apples ....................... . ...... ... . 
Tomatoes ..... ... ...... . .... ... .. . . .. .. . 
Rye Pastured ........................... . 
Oat hay ......... .. .... ... ... . . . .. ... ... . 
Cowpeas pastured .................... . .. . 
Clover hay pastured ..................... . 
Care for a year of: 
Stallion or jack ... . ......... .. . . ........ . 
Brood mare or jennet ........ .. ........ .. . 
Dairy cow .............................. . 
Ten cattle, colts, horses, or mules, running 
loose ............................... . 
Ten ewes ............................... . 
Ten brood sows and pigs until weaning time 
Ten hogs (not brood sows) .... . ... . ...... . 
*A "unit" equals a ten-hour work day. 
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Figure 3.-Part of a 161A. Wheat Crop that helped one man make an 
Income. The Whole Crop Yield was About 30 Bu. Per Acre. 
TABLE 3.-ANIMAL UNITS. 
67 
Cows .... .. . . .. .. ... . ... . ... . . .. .... .. .... . .. . . . . .. .. . ... . . . .. . . . 1.0 
Heifers (1 to 2 years). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Calves (under 1 yr.)..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 
Bulls ...... . . . ...... . . . .... . . ... .......... . .. . .... ......... .... .. 1.0 
Steers.... .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1. 0 
Horses.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1. 0 
Colts.. . ....... .. . . .... .. . . .. ... . .... .. .. . ... . . . . ..... . ..... . .... . 5 
StaJlions. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1. 0 
Mules ..... . ...... . .......... . .............. . ..•......... . .... . ... 1. 0 
Jacks . . . . . . . . . ... ........... . .. .. .. . . . .. . ..... .. .. . . .. . ... . . .. . . . 1.0 
Sheep .. .. .... . . . . ... . ... . . . .. .... . .......... . . . . . ........... . . . ·. . .14 
Hogs...... .. . . .. . ... . ... .. . . . . . . .. ........ . .. . ..... . ... . . .. . . . .. .2 
Pigs. .. ... . . . .... .... .. .. ... . .. . . ... ... . .. . . . . . . . . ... ... . .. . . . . .. .1 
Poultry. . . . . . . ... .... . . .. . ... . . .. . . .. . ..... . .. . ............. .. . . . .01 
Lambs... ... ...... . . . .. . .. .. .. . . .......... . . . . . . . . .. . ..... .. ..... . 07 
By "crop index " is meant the yields of an individual farm 
compared to the average of the region. This average is taken as 
100. A crop index of 90 for a certain farm would mean that the 
yields on this farm were 10 per cent lower than the average. Or if 
the crop index were 120 it would mean that the yields were 20 per 
cent above the average. 
The term "owner " is applied to the farm operator who 
farms part or all of the land he owns without renting any additional 
land. "Part owner" means an operator who owns some land but 
rents additional land, thus making the farm he operates larger than 
what he owns. "Tenant" means the farm operator who owns no 
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land, renting all that he operates. In some cases owners are ·divided 
into two classes: First, the owner who operates all of his own land 
and, second, the owner who rents out part of his land, farming only 
a portion of the land he owns. Part owners are divided into three 
classes according to the method of renting additional land: (1) 
Those who rent on shares all the land farmed in addition to what 
is owned; (2) Those who rent for cash all in addition to what is 
owned, and (3) those who rent additional land, part on the share 
basis and part on the cash basis. Tenants are divided into the same 
classes as the part owners except that they own no land whatever. 
GENERAL STUDY OF CONDITIONS. 
Four townships, Jackson, Kingsville, Madison, and Centerview 
approximating two-fifths of Johnson County were used in this work. 
Records were taken from seven hundred and twelve farms in this 
section. Because of incomplete data for some farms or extra-
ordinary conditions on those farms, a few of the records· had to be 
discarded. For this particular study 669 records were used . Of 
these records 40.7 per cent were farm owners, 32.6 per cent part 
owners or men who owned some land and rented additional land, 
and 26.7 per cent were tenants or men who rent all the land they 
farm. Of the farm owners 186 or 27.9 per cent of the total, farmed 
all their land , 86 or 12 .8 per cent of the total rented out some of their 
land. Of the part owners 138 rented additional land on shares, 
37 rented additional land for cash, and 43 rented additional land, 
on both the share and the cash basis. Of the tenants, 48 rented all 
their land on shares, 32 rented for cash and 99 rented in both ways. 
It is common in this section for crop land to be rented on the share 
basis, and pasture and building block* to be rented for cash. One-
third of the grain crops are usually given to the owner where the 
land is share-rented. With hay crops, the rent is usually two-fifths 
to one-half the crop. With grain crops the rent is gradually rising 
from a customary one-third to two-fifths as the landowner's share, 
especially for corn and wheat. 
Table 4 gives the distribution of investment in this region 
compared to that for the state and for the farms co-operating with 
the College of Agriculture in daily record work. There is practically 
no Ji[ierence in the percentage of tillable land on farms operated by 
owners, part owners, and tenants. See Table 5. Of the farms oper-
ated by their owners, 41.5 per cent is in grass, 38 .7 per cent of the 
*The building block includes the farm buildings with yards, garden and 
orchard. 
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TABLE 4.-lN VESTME NT DISTRIBUTION PER .FARM. 
Real estate ......... 
Per cent total. ....... 
Live stock . ...... . .. . 
Per cent total. ....... 
Equipment . . .. . . . ... 
Per cent total . . ..... . 
Miscella neous . . ..... . 
Per cent total. ....... 
Total inventory .... . . 
Average size of farm 
Data from 45 
fa rms keeping 
detailed records 
$ 9977. 
81. 1 
1688 . 
13 .7 
391. 
3. 2 
246. 
2. 
12302. 
131 acres 
Census for Mis-. 
souri 1910 
$6190. 
83 . 6 
1032. 
13.9 
183. 
2.5 
. . . . . . . . . . . . 
••••• • •••• 0. 
7405. 
125 acres 
I 
Data fro m fa rms 
included in sur-
vey 
$ 9469. 
82 . 
1503 . 
13.3 
233. 
2 . 
326 . 
2.7 
11531. 
138 acres 
TABLE 5.-PERCENTAGE OF TILLABLE AND PASTURE LAND IN FARMS OF O WN-
ERS, PART OWN ERS AND TEN ANTS 
Per cent a rea t illable . .. . . .. ..... . 
Per cent pasture .. .. . . ....... .. . . 
Per cent waste . . .. . , ...... . . . . .. . 
Owners I Part owners I T enants 
84. 1 
41.5 
3. 7 
84. 
39.7 
3.3 
84 . 1 
30 . 9 
3 . 8 
--------- -···-··------- --·---.. - - - ----- -- ----- - ---
part-owner farms is in grass, and ~0.9 per cent of the tenant farms. 
This means a considerably larger acreage of pasture on the owner 
and part-owner farms. This would be expected, however, because 
a tenant who is on a farm for so short a period as a year has very 
little use for pasture. 
Very little difference is found in the amount of stock kept on 
owner and part-owner farms. Both are more heavily stocked than 
are the tenant farms. Table 6 shows the condition regarding the 
amount of stock on the farms of the three classes. A farm with 
one animal unit for each one to three crop acres is recognized by 
farm management authorities as fairly well stocked. We notice the 
farms operated by the owners themselves approach this condition 
more nearly than do either of the other two classes, the part owner 
having one animal unit for every 472 acres of crops and the tenant 
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TABLE 6.-LIVE STOG:K PER FARM ON FARMS OF OWNERS, PART OWNE RS AND 
TENANTS. 
Work horses . . . . .. . . . . . ... . . ... . . 
Cows . ... . . . .... ... .... .. . .... . . 
Sheep .. . . . . .. .. .. . . . ... .... . ·.·· 
Sows . ... ... . . ...... . .. .... . . . . . 
Hens .. . .. . .. . . . .. .. ... . . . . ... . . 
Colts . . .... ... . . .... . .. . . . .. .. . . 
Total animal units* .. . .. .. . ... . .. . 
Crop acres ..... . . . . ...... . . . .... . 
Crop acres per animal units** . . .. . 
Owners 
5.3 
4.5 
4 . 
3.8 
117 . 1 
1.4 
20 . 5 
68.2 
3 . 33 
Part owners 
5 . 7 
3.9 
3 . 6 
3.7 
126. 
1.8 
19.4 
86 . 6 
4.47 
Tenants 
4.6 
3.1 
1.6 
2 .8 
104.2 
1. 
15 . 0 
82.3 
5.49 
an animal unit for every 5 72 acres of crops. Probably these farms 
could support more live stock. 
Table 7 shows how many acres of ground a man or a horse can · 
care for. Again, little difference is found between owner and part-
owner farms, but with tenant farms, one man handles considerably 
more land than in the other classes. The same is true of a work 
horse. The owner keeps more equipment than any other class of 
TABLE 7.-LABOR EQUIPMENT ON OWNER, PART OWNER AND TENANT FARMS. 
Owners Part owners Tenants Average 
Size of farm .. . .. ... .. 135.9 143.6 133 . 5 138. 
Acres per man . . . .. . . 97. 90 . 102.7 96.0 
Acres per horse . .... . 25 . 7 25.2 29.0 26 . 2 
Acres per $100 of 
equipment ..... . ·I 52.9 59.3 
' 
73.0 59.2 
farmers. With tenants especially this usually means that they do 
not have as much equipment as they should have for greatest 
efficiency. However, they do not have so large an equipment 
expense to meet each year. Less equipment coupled with a greater 
number of acres per man and horse will naturally make the tenant's 
expenses considerably less than those of the other classes. 
*See p. 65 for definition of animal unit. 
**Average for 669 farms is 4.2 crop acres per animal unit. 
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Figure 4.-Less Than Two Per Cent of the Crops Grown is Clover. This 
is One of the Better Fields Found. Clover Does 
Not Do Well Here. 
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Studying the distribution of crops on the various classes of 
farms, Table 8 shows that farmers who own their farms devote 
more land to pasture and meadows than do the tenants. The 
tenant grows a half more corn than the landowner and nearly twice 
as much wheat, about the same percen.tage of oats and about the 
TABLE 8.-LAND TENURE AND PER CENT 01' FARM IN VARIOUS CROPS. 
Crop Owners Part owners Tenants 
Pasture ....... . .. ... 37.3 (J I lo 31.3 % 28.3 % 
Corn . ..... ... ....... 21.4 (;;, 28.6 % 31.9 % 
Wheat. ............. 8.47 {.J/ /0 14. 1 ryo 13.5 lfr) 
Oats .............. . . 2.9 {J J /o 4.0 % 3.0 % 
Cane . ..... . . . .. ... . .4 % .8 % .45 % 
Cowpea hay ....... . . .63 % .2 % .27 % 
Timothy .... . .. .. ... 3.16 % 2.4 % 2.47 % 
Clover . . .. .... . ..... 2.1 % 1. 37 % 1.8 % 
Mixed hay ..... .. ... 8.6 % 6.34 % 6.36 % 
same with the hay crops. He has much less pasture land. Corn 
comprises a little less than half of the total crops grown by the 
landowner and more than half of the crops grown by the tenant. 
Wheat, the most important money crop of the region, is more popular 
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with both part owners and tenants than it is with farm owners. The 
part owners in this section usually rent land for such crops as wheat. 
Consequently the percentage of wheat they grow would be a little 
higher than with landowners. The tenant usually rents land to 
grow money crops. Naturally therefore, the percentage of money 
crops in his case would be considerably more than with the man who 
owns the land he farms. 
Table 9 shows the effect upon crop yields of the system of rental 
practiced in the region under consideration. vVhere a t enant can 
rent land for but one year at a time he must, of necessity, devote 
most of his attention to grain farming and he will consequently 
TABLE 9.- THE EFFECT OF LAND TENURE UPON AVERAGE YIEL D S. 
Yields 
Crop 
Owners Part owners T enants 
I 
Corn ......... . ...... 38.3 bu. 36.3 bu. 32 . 9 bu. 
Wheat. ...... . . . . .. . 18.8 bu. 17. 2 qu. 17.4 bu. 
Oats . ..... . . .. . .. ... 33 . 2 bu. 28.3 bu. 23.4 bu. 
Cane . .. ........... . . 2 . 5 tons 2 .4 tons 2.6 tons 
Cowpea hay .... . ... . 1. 15 tons 1.08 tons . 88 tons 
Timothy ..... .. .... . . 1 . 03 tons 1. 01 tons 1. 07 tons 
Clover .... .. . . . . . ... 1. 00 tons . 97 tons . 91 t ons 
Mixed hay . ...... . . . 1.11 tons 1. 05 tons 1. 16 tons 
grow those crops which can be most readily turned into cash. This 
can lead to but one result-the result shown in Table 9. The tenant 
farms are much lower in yields. A difference of about 15 per cent 
in the yield of corn is noticed in tenant farms compared to farms 
operated by their owners with a somewhat smaller difference for 
wheat and a difference of about one-third for oats. This illustrates 
the greatest evil of the present system of land tenure. The fact 
that a tenant has no assurance that he can remain on a farm for a 
longer period than one year is mainly responsible for the condition. 
Tables 10 and 11 show, first, in a summary and, second, in 
detail, the comparative efficiencyofthe three classes off arm operators. 
The average labor income of a farm owner was $314, that of the part 
owner $456, approximately 50 per cent larger, and that of the tenant 
$501, nearly 70 per cent larger than that of the landowner. The 
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TABLE 10.-LABOR INCOMES ON FARMS 0PERA1'€D BY OWNERS, PART OWNERS AND 
T E NANTS. 
-
·----~~ 
1272 owners 
218 part owners 
I 
Landlord Operator 
179 tenants 
Landlo;·d Operator 
Average 
of 669 
faJm.; 
Capital. . . . .. . ... . . $12555 $3940 $7633 $8378 $1547 $11531 
1841 
842 
999 
Total receipts .... . . 1800 247 1763 494 1200 
Total expenditures .. 1158 22 925 64 622 
Farm income . . .... . 942 225 838 430 578 
Interest on invest-
ment. . ... . . . . . 628 5. 7% 382 5. 13% 77 
Labor income ... . ... 314 . . . 456 . . . 501 
577 
422 
Products used in ~ ~ 
163 
585 
399 
167 ... 172 . . . 144 home .... ... ... 
1 Gross labor income . 481 . .. 628 . . . 645 
Family living . . ... .. 413 ... 418 . .. 354 
Farmer saves in ad-
clition to interest. 68 . .. 210 . .. 291 186 
- -
average labor income for the region is $422. Another interesting 
point in this connection is the fact that the man renting land to a 
landowner received 5.7 per cent on his investment while a man 
renting land to one who owns no land received only 5.1 per cent. 
This may be explained in two ways. The land rented to a part 
owner is usually nearly all tillable and is therefore all far.med . This 
would naturally be expected to return more than one rented where 
a portion of it is waste land, building block, etc. Another factor 
which might influence this difference is the fact that tenant land 
does not usually receive .the care that land farmed by a landowner 
would receive. There would probably be some crops pastured down 
by an owner who has stock while a tenant does not have such an 
opportunity. 
Another point which should be mentioned here is the difference 
between labor income before products used in the home are credited 
to the farm and after these products are credited. A little. more 
than one-third pf the owner's actual income was in products which 
the farm furnished him. By "farm products" here, is meant the 
vegetables, fruit, poultry, and dairy products and any meat fur-
nished the household from the farm. To show what the operator 
actually receives from the farm, it would be necessary to add to this 
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Figure 5.-This Crop is About One-half Per Cent of the Total Crops of 
the Region. They are Beginning to Feel the Need of Such 
a Crop as Cow Peas. One of the Best 
Fields Found in This Section. 
figure, rent on the house. This has not been done in this case. 
With these additions, it is shown that the owner receives a house 
to live in and $481 in actual value while the part owner receives a 
house to live in and $628 in actual value, and the tenant a house and 
$645. There is another factor which may be obtained from this 
calculation that is of as much or even more importance than labor 
income. This factor is obtained by deducting the cost of family 
living from the gross labor income mentioned above, which gives 
the actual number of dollars, in addition to interest on investment, 
which the operator has left at the end of the year for improvements 
of any ·kind, for investment, for giving his children a better education, 
or for helping to employ a better teacher. According to Table 10 
the farm owner would have $696 for this purpose, the part owner 
$592, and the tenant $368, providing no mortgage interest had to 
be met. The average owners mortgage is $880 and the part owner's 
mortgage $920. Allowing for 5 per cent interest on these mortgages, 
the owner would still have left $652 and the part owner $546. This 
gives a more accurate basis for judging the efficiency of the different 
classes of farmers from the standpoint of citizenship, while labor 
income judges them from a standpoint of economic efficiency. We 
can hardly separate social from economic efficiency and both factors 
must necessarily be considered. A man who has $700 to spend in 
making his home modern or sending his children to college or in 
helping in rural betterment, must necessarily be a better and more 
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TABLE 11.--·A COMPARISON OF INCOMES OF 0WNF.RS, PART OWNE RS AND TEN ·· 
ANTS. 
Ca pi tal. 
Real estate ... . .. ... .... ..... 
Machinery . . ...... . .... . . . .. 
Live stock ..... . .. . . .... ... .. 
Supplies .............. ... .. . . 
Cash . . .... ...... .. . . .. .... . 
Total. ... ...... . . . .... . . 
Rcc eipts. 
Crops .... .... .. ....... ..... . 
Stock . ... ... .. . . . . . . . .. . .... 
Stock products . . . . .. . .. . .. . .. 
Miscellaneous ...... . . .. . .. . .. 
Inc1·ease in inventory . .. .. . .. . 
Total. . . ..... . . .... ..... 
Exp enses. 
General . ... .. . . . . .... . ... ... 
Stock .. . . . .... . . . .. ... . . . . . . 
Decrease in inventory . . .. .. ... 
Total ..... . . ... . ... . . . . . 
·m income .. . ... . ... . ..... . ... Fat 
Pro ducts used in home . . .. . ... . . . . ! 
I 
Int crest on average mo1tgage . . . . . . 
>ily living . . . . .... . .. . .. . . .... 1 Fan 
available cash. ·: .. . .. . . · ... .. . I 
crest on av.erage mventory ... . .. 
Net 
Int 
Balance .. . . . . ..... ..... . . .. . 
I 
--.. ·-·-·· -·--·-·-···-·-·······- --- - --.. 
. 
Owners 
$10247 
257 
1657 
253 
141 
$12555 
$281 
815 
145 
119 
440 
$1800 
$556 
244 
58 
$858 
$942 
167 
$1109 
44 
1065 
413 
652 
628 
$24 
I Part owners Tenants 
-
$5502 $ .... 
242 183 
1568 1141 
I 222 155 
99 68 
$7633 $1547 
$294 $293 
791 465 
151 119 
99 40 
428 283 
$1763 $1200 
$619 $394 
244 179 
62 49 
--
$925 $622 
$838 $578 
172 144 
$1010 $722 
46 • •• 0 
--
964 722 
418 354 
546 368 
382 77 
-
--
$164 $291 
··-·----
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desirable citizen than one who has half that amount. f t is only 
what a man has left at the end of the year that he can use for im-
provement. Looking at the matter from the point of view of eco-
nomic efficiency the tenant is more.efficient, but, from the point of 
view of social efficiency, the owner is in a better position. 
TABLE 12.-PER CENT ON INVESTMENT REALIZED BY LA NDLORDS UNDER DIF-
FERENT SYSTEMS OF RENTAL. 
Owner farming all his land ..... . . . .. . . . . . . ..... . 
Owner renting out some land ........ . .. . . .. .... . 
Part owner share renting additional land . . . . . . . ... . 
Part owner cash renting additional. . . . . . .... .. .. . 
P·ut owner mixed renting additional . . .. . .. . . .... . 
Share rent tenant . . . . ........... . . .. . .. .. . . ... . 
Cash rent tenant. . ... . . . ..... . ........ .. .. . . . . . 
Mixed rent t enant .. . . . ... . .......... . ..... . . . . . 
Labor in- Per cent on 
come of investment 
operator of owner. 
$309 
327 
382 
609 
560 
548 
410 
507 
7.8 
7.1 
6.4 
3.2 
6.4 
4 . 9 
3 . 6 
5.9 
Here it may be of interest to call attention to the profits realized 
by landlords in re~ ting to part owners and tenants on the various 
bases given. The part owner, renting on shares, gives twice as large 
returns to his landlord as the tenant renting for cash. The part 
owner who rents on both the cash and share basis, gives exactly 
the same return to his landlord as the one renting on shares ex-
TABLE 13.-RECEIPTS FROM LIVE STOCK. 
Total animal units ........... . ... . 
Receipts per animal unit ......... . 
Receipts from cattle per cow ... . . . 
Receipts from hogs per sow . ...... . 
Receipts from poultry per hen . ... . 
Receipts from cattle per animal 
unit in cattle . . . . . ........... . 
Hog receipts per animal unit in 
hogs .............. . .. . ..... . 
Owners 
20 . 5 
$42 . 10 
59. 70 
93.80 
0.83 
42.80 
111. 
Part owners ~1 __ T_e_n_a_n_t_s _ 
19.4 15. 
$44.20 1 $40.10 
54.10 49.70 
91:40 72.00 
0 . 50 0.82 
31.50 29 . 70 
106. 77 . 
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elusively. With land rented to men owning no land we find the 
tenant who rents partly for cash and partly on shares pays the owner 
the largest return on his investment. The one renting entirely on 
shares pays the next largest rent and the cash renter the smallest. 
(Table 12.) In returns to himself the tenant who rents on shares 
gets the largest return in labor income and the tenant mixed renting 
ranks next. 
TABLE 14.-RECEIP.TS FROM CROPS. 
Crop receipts .. . . ......... .... . . . 
Net stock receipts .............. . . 
Per cent from crops ... . ...... . . . . 
Owners 
$307 
864 
26.2 
Part owners 
$488 
853. 
36.5 
Tenants 
$630 
602 
51.2 
In studying further the reasons for the difference in incomes 
of the three · classes of operators we find very little variation in 
receipts from live stock per animal unit. Table 13. The tenant 
is uniformly lower in returns from cattle and hogs, calculated on a 
basis of a milch cow or a brood sow. The tenant in this section 
TAnLE 15.-PERCENTAGE or• ToTAL CROP SoLD FROM FARMS oF OwNERS, 
PART OWNERS AND TENANTS. 
Crop Owners 
sales 
Part owners 
sales 
Tenants 
sales 
--------------
-·------- -- -
Corn .... . . ...... . ... 
Wheat . .. . ... ... ... . 
Oats ... . ...... . . . . . . 
Timothy ...... . .. ... 
Clover ........ . ..... 
Mixed hay .......... 
Total sales (all farms) 
Feed bought 
(all farms) .. . . . . . 
Percentage of nop 
sold returned in 
2.5 % 
91.0 % 
9.8% 
18.1 % 
4.1 % 
8.1% 
$64921 
$32294 
feed bought..... 49.0 per cent 
6.9 % 1.90 % 
78.0 % 81.0 ry,.J 
9.2 % 9.0 % 
10.0 % 12.6 % 
10.8 % 8 . 7% 
12. % 12.7 % 
$6821S $66338 
$15484 $12447 
22. 7 per cen t: l8.7pcr cent 
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handles very few hogs and practically no cattle in addition to milch 
cows to supply milk for home use. This probably explains the 
difference in comparative returns per cow and per animal unit. 
Another interesting factor shown in Table 14 is that the farm 
owner receives one-fourth of his receipts from crops and three-
fourths from live stock, the tenant one-half from crops and one-half 
from live stock. This practice of the tenant to keep too little live-
stock is an evil which should be remedied if the fertility of the soil 
is to be maintained. 
Table 15 gives a comparison of the amounts of the various 
crops sold by the three classes of operators. It is shown that the 
tenant sells approximately one-fifth of the corn which he grows . 
When the fact is considered that from one-half to two-fifths of the 
corn he grows is given as rent, it is seen that he sells approximately 
one-third of his share of the crop. With other crops grown there is 
no great difference in amount of sales, the tenant, however, usually 
selling somewhat more, Most of the wheat crop is usually sold, 
only enough being kept back for seed and perhaps some for flour. 
An interesting comparison in this connection is the amount of feed 
bought as contrasted with the amount of crops sold. The farm 
owner buys back, in the shape of feed, about one-half the amount 
of the crops which he sells, the part owner a little more than one-fifth 
and the tenant about one-sixth. This again illustrates the fact that 
the general systems of farming in this region are exploitive. They 
are not conserving fertility under present conditions. 
TABLE 16.-RELATION OF PRODUCTIVE WoRK UNITS TO LABOR INCOMES. 
I Owners Part owners Tenants I Average 
I Number of farms . .... 272 218 179 669 I 
Size of farm . . . .. . . .. 135.9 A. 143 . 6 A. 133 . 5 A. I 137 .8 A. 
Number of men per I 
farm ........ . . . . 1.42 1. 57 1. 32 ! 1.44 
Productive man work I 
units per man .... 139.7 157 . 6 159.7 I 151.3 I Number of horses 
! per farm ... . . . .. 5 . 3 5.67 4 . 6 i 5.2 Productive horse 
' 
work units per I horse . . ... .. ... . 35.34 46.00 54.20 I 43.7 
Labor: income ... . .... 
I $314 $456 $501 
I 
$42:: 
·---------~--
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Figure 6.-A Farmstead That Will Soon Show the Absence of an Own-
er's Interest and Care, Now in Good Condition. 
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A few other interesting factors in this comparison might be 
pointed out. From the standpoint of productive labor accomplished 
it is found that the tenant is superior to either owner or part owner. 
~Table 16.) The work horse of the tenant also does considerably 
more: work than does that of the owner. This is explained, perhaps, 
by the fact that the tenant will usually keep only work horses, and just enough work horses to get his work done, while the owner will 
usually have more work stock than is absolutely necessary to do his 
work. The tenant also works a little harder than either owner or 
part owner. This be;:rs out the results determined in the farm cost 
Figure 7.-The Tenant Gives Little Time to Upkeep of the Farm. He 
Has Little Incentive Along This Line. 
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TABLE 17.-A COMPARISON OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES PER ACRE FOR 
OWNERS, PART OWNERS AND TENANTS. 
Size of farm .. . ...... .. . . ....... . 
Receipts per farm ..... ...... .... . 
Receipts per acre . .. ... . ... . ... . . . 
Expenses per farm ..... . ....... . . . 
Expenses per acre .. . ...... .. .... . 
Net income per acre ...... .. .. ... . 
Owners 
135.9 A. 
$1800. 
13.27 
858. 
6.32 
6.95 
Part owners I 
143.6.A. 
$2010. 
14.00 
947. 
6.60 
7.40 
Tenants 
133 . 5 A. 
$1694. 
12 .68 
686. 
5.14 
7 . 54 
accounting investigations of this department. The farm owner 
spends some of his time in repairing and keeping up his farm and 
usually does not grow so much of the various crops as he might. 
The tenant gives practically no time to upkeep of the farm but all 
of his time is given to production of crops and some live stock. It 
should be noticed that the labor incomes of the owner, part owner, 
and tenant run in almost exactly the same proportion as do the pro-
ductive work units per man. 
Table 17 shows that the tenant has the smallest receipts per acre 
but he also has a much smaller expense per acre. The advantage of 
lower expenses more than offsets the decrease in receipts , giving him 
Figure 8.-Lack of Shelter for His Tools, Partly Offsets the Tenant's 
Lower Expense Because of Low Investment. Insufficient 
Buildings is a Handicap the Tenant 
Cannot Overcome. 
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a net income per acre of slightly more than either of the other classes. 
The decrease in receipts per acre is probably due to the fact that the 
tenant being of necessity a grain farmer, cannot utilize all the re-
sources of the farm to the fullest extent. In addition to this his 
yields are not quite so good as shown in Table 9. A farm owner 
having live stock can grow about the same amount of crops and at 
the same time realize some income for the stock utilizing pasture 
land and roughage of the farm. Regarding expenses the man who 
owns land, whether he rents additional or not, spends some time and 
money in keeping up his farm. This probably accounts for a part 
of the increase in expenses per acre. The owner, likewise, keeps 
more machinery and more work stock per acre, consequently he 
should expect his expenses to be somewhat higher. 
To turn briefly from the economic to the social phases of the 
work we find some interesting facts are disclosed in Table 18 regard-
ing the education of the children of the three classes of farmers. 
About one-third of the owners' children finish the rural school, one-
fourth of the pa.rt owners', and one-eighth of the tenants' . Where 
TABLE 18.-LAND TENURE AND EDUCATION OF CHILDREN. 
-------------------------~---------------------------~ 
Part owners I 
.. 
Per cent of children completing dis-
trict school ................ . . 
Per cent of above completing high 
school .......... . ........ .. . . 
Per cent attending college ....... . . . 
Per cent of children not at home . . . . 
Per cent of above on farms .. .. . 
Owners 
32.7 
22.7 
9.4 
33.9 
63. 
25.6 
13. 
3.6 
26.8 
53.6 
Tenants 
12 . 7 
17 .9 
3. 
15.8 
56.6 
one child of every three from landowners' has a rural school educa-
tion, only one in eight of the tenants' has this advantage. Turning 
to the class of children that have high school educations, it is found 
that of those who complete the rural school, one-fifth of both owners' 
and tenants ' children complete the high school. This would mean 
that out of every one hundred owners' children, thirty-three would 
have finished the rural school, and six of this thirty-three would have 
finished the high school. For the part owners, twenty-five would 
have finished the rural school and three would have finished the high 
school, for the tenants thirteen would have finished the rural school 
and two would have finished the high school. Of those children in 
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the various classes finishing high school, nine per cent of the owners, 
children, three and six-tenths per cent of the part owners' , and 
three per cent of the tenants' children attend college. In a general 
way this shows that the tenants' children are not having the educa-
tional advantages that are given to children of men who own land. 
This seems to be an important and fundamental criticism of the 
desirability of tenant classes in the makeup of our rural society. 
Another point in this connection which is of interest is the fact that 
out of one-third of owners' children who are not at home, sixty-three 
per cent are on farms; of one-fourth the part owners' children who 
are not at home, one-half are on farms; of the one sixth of the tenants' 
children that are not at home, one-half are on farms. In other 
words, more owners' children have started out for themselves than 
have those of part owners and tenants, but a greater proportion of 
owners' children have chosen agriculture as a profession and have prob-
ably been started by sorrie help from their fathers. 
TABLE 19 .-EDUCATION OF OPERATORS. 
Owners 
-----------------------1----------
Rural school. . . . ..... .. .. . .. .... . 
High school .. .. ... . . . . ...... ... . 
College . . . . ..... ... ............ . 
84.4 
5 . 2 
10.4 
I Part owners I 
1 80.5 
I' 9.1 10.5 
! 
Tenants 
88. 7 
6.2 
5. 1 
The education of farm operators is shown in Table 19. This 
shows a much smaller per cent of tenants receiving higher education 
and a somewhat larger per cent of them getting no further than 
rural schools. 
To go a little further in the study of social conditions, Table 20 
shows that tenants' attendance at both church and Sunday school is 
much less than that of either owner or part owner. The amount of 
money which is given to the church from the various classes is also 
much in favor of landowners. · The farm owner gives nearly $3 per 
person for religious purposes, the part owner $2.50 and the tenant 
$1. The data shows the average number of church services held 
during the year to be twenty-seven and Sunday school meetings 
forty-six. In other words, church services are held about every 
other Sunday and Sunday school held almost every Sunday. 
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TABLE 20.-RELATION OF LAND TENURE TO CHURCH, ANO SUNDAY SCHOOJ. 
ATTENDANCE. 
272 
Owners 
I 218 
! Part owners 
-----------1-----~----1 
I 
Church-
Per cent attendance ........ . . 
Sunday School-
Per cent attendance ......... . 
Church contributions per farm per 
year . . .... . ........ . ....... . 
Ditto per person on farm ......... . 
40.7 
30.5 
$11.62 
2.90 
I 
I 
I 
! 
44.4 
39.1 
$11.00 
2.44 
179 
Tenants 
29.6 
18.5 
$4.47 
1. 00 
---'--------------1------
Average number church services per year ..... . .. I 
Average number Sunday school meetings per year.[ 
27. 
46. 
THE INFLUENCE OF OTHER FACTORS ON LAND TENURE. 
Because of the influence of other factors on the results of any 
farm system, the problem must be viewed from many angles before 
fair conclusions can be drawn. In other words, owners, part owners, 
and tenants must be compared when certain other factors have been 
made of the same worth. For example how do owners and tenants 
with the same amount of land or with the same capital, or with the 
same income, education, etc., compare? 
Land Tenure and Size of Farm.-After studying the general 
conditions in the region from the standpoint of land tenure,. it is 
necessary to give some time to a consideration of what influences 
other factors have on land tenure. One of the most important of 
these factors probably is size of farm. The per cent of the total 
number of farms of each size operated by owners, part owners, and 
tenants, is shown in Table 21. This table shows that neither class 
TABLE 21.-DrsTRIBUTION Of FARMS BY SIZE. 
I 
____ s_iz_e_o_r_r_a_rn_l------1 Ow::rs 
Part owners Tenants 
40 acres or less .... .. .... .. .. I 9.26% 3 . 19 % 8.38 % 
41-80acres ................ .. \ 21.11% 20.55% 26.26% 
81-120 acres ................. 1 20.0 % 28.76% 19.0 % 
121-200acres .. .............. ( 27.4 % 28.76% 30.1 % 
201-400 acres .. .............. I 15.81% 16.89% 14.52% 
--~ _ _<:<:_~~~-~~-m o~:_:: .:~ .:. : · ... : .. :: .:.. :_ ---~-~--~-----.!_:~~-~-- ---·-1. 67 % _ 
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of farmers is confined to any particular size of farm. More owners 
are operating large farms with slightly more tenants on the smaller 
~ized farms. This difference is not marked, however. 
The relation of other factors to size of farm with owners, part 
owners, and tenants, holds practically the same as it did in the 
TABLE 22.-RELATION OF SIZE OF FARM TO NUMBER OF CROP ACRES PER MAN. 
Size of farm 
40 or less .. . . . . . . ... .... . . . . .... . 
41-80 . .... . ... ..... . . .. . . . . . . . . ·. 
81-120 ....... .. ........ . .. .. . .. . 
121-200 ...... . .. . .. . . ... . .. . .. . . 
201-400 .. .. . . . ... . . .. . . .. .. . .. . . 
Over 400 .. .. ............ . 
Crop acres per man 
Owner 
12 . 2 A. 
28.1 
43.5 
53.2 
57.4 
89.4 
Part owner 
23.5 A. 
36. 1 
52.1 
54.6 
69.0 
85.0 
Tenant 
19.6 A. 
41.2 
62.0 
69.0 
86 .0 
86 . 0 
general discussion of owners, part owners, and tenants. The tenant 
generally grows more acres of crops per man than does the owner. 
(Table 22.) On the basis of number of acres farmed per horse, 
the tenant is again found to be more efficient. Table 23 shows that 
he is accomplishing more work with a given number of men and 
horses than is either the landowner or part owner. 
TABLE 23.-LAND TENURE AND W ORK STOCK EFFICIENCY ON FARMS OF SAME 
SIZE. 
Size of farm 
40 acres or less ... .... · .. . . . . . . . . . 
41-80 acres ......... .. .. . .. . . . . . . 
81-120 acres .... . . . ... . . . .. . .. . . . I . 
121-200 acres .... . ... '\: .. . .. . . .. . 
201-400 acres . . ... . ... . . . . ... . . . . 
Over 400 acres ......... ... .. . . .. . 
Owners 
14.2 A. 
17.6 
21.3 
26 . 5 
29.4 
44.3· 
I 
Acres per horse 
Part owners 
7.8 A. 
19. 
25.4 
29 . 
29.5 
37 . 
Tenants 
11 .8 A. 
19.4 
30 . 
32. 
34.5 
62. 
. ' I 
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Table 24 shows that the tenant handles more land with a given 
amount of equipment than does the owner, when owners and tenants 
on the same areas are compared. These three factors just discussed, 
acres per man, per horse , and acres farmed per $100 worth of equip-
ment, play no small part in the increase in profits realized by the 
tenant as compared to the landowner. 
TABLE 24.-NUMBER OF ACRES FARMED FOR EACH $100 OF EQ UIPME NT. 
Size of fa rm Owners Par t owners Tenant s 
--·- -~ 
40 acres or Jess .. 32. 7 A. 21.4 A. 47 . 7 A. 
41-80 acres .... . . ' . .. . ...... .. . . . 47.5 50.9 52.9 
81-120 acres . . ... . .. . ...... . . . . . 54.1 55.0 79. 8 
121-200 acres .. . . . .. . . . . .. .. . .. .. 50 . 5 56.2 66.6 
201-400 acres ....... . . . . . . . . . . . . ' 51.4 58.9 82 . 2 
Over 400 acres .. .. .... . . . . 68.4 108.1 127.7 
As was the case in the general study, it is found that, on nearly 
all sizes of farms, the tenant is keeping less stock than is the land-
owner. (Table 25.) This means that it is not lack of area that causes 
the tenant to keep such a small amount of stock, for when we make 
the areas the same, the owner still has more stock per acre than does 
the tenant. 
TABLE 25.-RELATION OF SIZE OF FARM AND THE N UMBER OF ACRE S PER 
ANIMAL UNIT.* 
Size of farm 
40 A. or less . . ... . .... . ...... . . . , , 
41-80 acres . . . .... , .. . . . . . .... .. ·I 
81-120 acres . ...... . . . ... .... • . . . \ 
121-200 acres ... . .... . . . .. . .. . .. . . 
Over 400 acres ..... . .. . . . . .. . . . . . 
201-400 acres .... . . . . ... . . .... . . . 
1
' 
Owner 
5.3 A. 
4.9 A. 
6.3 A. 
6.9 A. 
6.6 A. 
7.7 A. 
*For definition of animal unit sec p. 65. 
Part owner 
5.3 A. 
6 .5 A. 
7. 7 A. 
12. 3 A. 
7.5 A. 
10 . A. 
T ena nt 
5. 9 A. 
5 . 2 A. 
10.7 A. 
8 .3 A. 
9. 8 A. 
13. A. 
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Size of farm apparently has very little to do with the amount 
of crops sold compared to receipts from live stock. It should be 
remembered that this survey covers only some seven hundred farms, 
and the necessary divisions to make a comparison such as that just 
referred to, causes the number of farms to be so small that the average 
cannot be depended upon entirely. When sufficient records are got 
together, they will probably show a relationship in many ways that 
the figures available at present will not reveal. 
When the tenant and owner have the same sized farms the 
tenant is still considerably ahead of the owner in productive work 
units. In other words, he does more profitable work per man than 
does the farm owner. The same may be said with regard to the 
productive work of the work stock on the farm. With one exception 
the tenants' horse does considerably more productive work, in some 
cases nearly twice as much. Likewise, when the labor incomes of 
owner and tenant on farms of the same size are compared, the tenant 
is found to be making a considerably larger income until the farm of 
TABLE 26.-RELATION BETWEEN SIZE OF FARM AND LABOR INCOMES. 
Size of Farm-Acres 
40 or less ....................... . 
41-80 ........................ . . . 
81-120 ..... . ................ . .. . 
121-200 ... . . ............... .. . . . 
201-400 ... . .............. . .. ... . 
401-over ... . ................. . . . 
Owner 
$128 
130 
213 
411 
424 
924 
Labor income 
Part owner 
$139 
268 
383 
508 
874 
2150 
Tenant 
$183 
304 
339 
719 
940 
-115 
more than four hundred acres is reached. (Table 26.) However, 
the number of farms in this group for the three classes is so small 
that this figure could not be considered of great importance. This 
again emphasizes the idea that amount of land farmed is not the 
whole reason for tenants making the larger labor income. Table 
27 shows the excess of receipts over expenses for owners, part owners, 
and tenants on various sized farms. The profit per acre does not 
vary materially with size but the owner makes somewhat larger 
profits on both the smallest sized farms and the largest sized. 
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TABLE 27.-RELATION OF SIZE OF FARM TO PROFIT PER ACRE. 
Size of farm 
Acres 
40 or less . ... . . . .. . . .. ... . . ... . .. I 
41-80 ........... .. . .. . .......... ; 
81-120 ........ .... .. ... . . . ... . . . 
121-200 .... . . .. . . . ... . ........ . . 
201-400 .. . .... . .. . . . . . ... . . ... . . 
Over 400 . .. ..... . . . . . ... . .. . . .. . 
Owner 
$11. 10 
6 . 90 
6 . 70 
7.50 
6 . 90 
6.40 
Profit per acre 
Part owner 
$8.90 
7.90-
7 . 10 
7.30 
7 . 10 
8.00 
Tenant 
$8 .70 
8. 30 
6 . 70 
8.00 
7.50 
3.70 
8i 
A study has been made of the relation between size of business 
and attendance on church and Sunday school for owners and tenants. 
Aside from the fact, previously shown that tenants do not pay as 
much attention to such things as owners, the figures did not show 
anything of great importance. On farms of over 400 acres neither 
TABI.E 28.-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF LABOR INCOMES I N RELATION TO 
SIZE OF FARM. 
Labor income 
$--500 or less . . .. .. . ......... . . . . 
--500- 0 ..... ... . . .. . ...... . 
0-$ 200 ...... . .. .. ........ . 
201- 400 .. . . . . . ............ . 
401- 600 .. . .. . . . .......... . . 
601- 1000 . . . . .. ........ .. ... . 
1001- 2000 ... . . . . .. . . ... ..... . 
2001- over .... .. ............. . 
Per cent 
Owners 
5.9 
24.5 
20.4 
16.4 
11 . 2 
12". 3 
7 . 1 
2. 2 
' i 
I Per cent 
1 Part owners 
: 
3.6 
11. 
21. 
25 . 1 
13 .7 
12.3 
11.0 
2. 3 
Per cent 
Tenants 
1.1 
11.3 
21.9 
23.0 
11. 3 
18.5 
10.1 
2.8 
owners, part owners, nor tenants attended church as often as they 
did from smaller farms·. This however, cannot mean a great deal 
when the fact is considered that the number of farms in this group 
is small. 
Land Tenure and Labor Incomes.-Tenancy in this region has 
also been studied from the standpoint of labor incomes. Given an 
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owner and a tenant with the same labor income an eft'ort has been 
made to determine, if possible, by comparisons the governing factors. 
Table 28 shows the relative proportion of owners, part owners, and 
tenants receiving certain labor incomes. For instance, one-fourth 
of the owners received labor incomes ranging from -$500 to 0. Sixty 
per cent of the owners received labor incomes ranging from - $500 to 
$400. Nearly fifty per cent of the part owners received incomes of 
from 0 to $400. The generally accepted statement that it takes 
a man with capital to make a big minus income, is illustrated in this 
table when tenants and landowners are compared. It should be 
recalled that the average capital of the tena nts in this region was 
$1547 while that of the owners was $12,555. This might explain 
why one-fourth the owners made labor incomes of 0 or less 
while only 12.4 per cent of the tenants made minus incomes. In the 
classes of farmers making $2000 or more labor income, we find not 
much difference in owners and tenants. In a general way the owner 
farms fall ·more in the lower classes of incomes while the tenants 
have the majority of their farmers in the classes of higher incomes. 
When studying the factors influencing profits in connection 
with the labor income classification, such things as acres per $100 
worth of equipment, acres per animal unit, or acres per man and 
TABLE 29.-RECEIPTS J."ROM CROPS AND L ABOR INCOMES. 
Labor income 
$-500 or less .. . ..... . ... .. . .... . 
-500- 0 ....... ... ...... . .. . 
0-$ 200 ...... .. .... . .. .. . . . 
201- 400 .. . . ....... ... . ... . . 
401- 600 . . . . . . ... . . .... . . · . . . 
601- 1000 .. ... ........ . .. . . . . 
1001- 2000 . ........... . ... . . . . 
Over 2000 . .. . . .... . ...... . . . . 
Owner 
46.6 
29.9 
16.7 
13.2 
19.9 
34.9 
24.8 
14.4 
Percentage from crops 
Part owner 
38.7 
34.2 
46.1 
39.5 
31.5 
29.1 
37.8 
20.9 
Tenant 
78.2 
64.5 
56.8 
61.4 
45 . 6 
53 .2 
48.4 
43 . 4 
horse, do not seem to lead to any conclusion. In making the com-
parison of labor incomes and receipts from crops in connection with 
tenure, Table 29, the results indicate that the man making the 
larger income sold slightly .less crops. This was especially true of 
owners and part owners. The difference in all cases however , was 
not marked. 
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TABLE 30.-COST OF FAMILY LIVING AND WITH DIFFERENT LABOR INCOMES. 
Labor income 
$-500 or less . ... .. ... .. .... . .. . . 
-500- 0 . ........ . . . .. ..... . 
0-$ 200 . .... . ............. . 
201- _400 ........... . ... . -. •. . 
401- 600 . . .......... . .... . . . 
601- 1000 . ......... . . . .... .. . 
1001- 2000 ...... . ......... . . . . 
2001- over .............. .. . .. . . 
Owner 
$448 
374 
380 
350 
422 
533 
552 
660 
Part owner 
$541 
390 
325 
356 
295 
487 
554 
717 
Tenant 
$536 
260 
280 
348 
358 
437 
388 
572 
Table 30 gives a comparison of the family living expenses of 
owners, part owners, and tenants, with the same labor incomes. 
This would indicate that the standard of living of owners is probably 
somewhat higher than that of tenants. At least their demands in 
the way of household expenses, farm products, church contributions, 
and hired labor in the home are somewhat more. 
Land Tenure and Amount of CapitaL-In comparipg owners 
and tenants having the same amount of capital, a condition very sim-
ilar to that discussed under labor income and land tenure is found. 
The distribution of owner and tenant farms on the basis of amount 
of capital, places the majority of tenants down pretty low in the 
scale. (Table 31.) A little more than one-fifth of the tenants control 
less than $4000 capital each while only one-tenth of the owners fall 
in this class. Twenty-eight per cent of the owners have more than 
$15,000 capital while only seventeen per cent of the tenants have 
this amount. Capital, in the case of the tenant, here includes all 
TABLE 31.-DISTRIDUTION OF FARMS BY CAPITAL. 
--·------ -- ·- ······- --~-- ---·- -------------~- - ---·-··- · --------- -----------------------------------.----------
Capital 
$2000 or less ........ . .. . .. .. .. . 
2001-$ 4000 .......... . .. . ... . 
4001- 6000 .. . . . ...... . ... . . . 
6001- 8000 ...... ... ...... . .. 
8001- 10,000 .. . .. ..... . .. . .. . . 
10,001- 15,000 . . . .... . ...... : .. . 
1.5,001- 25,000 ......... . ..... . . . 
25.001 and over ......... .. .. . .. . 
Per cent 
Owner 
2.2 
8.6 
1.3.5 
13 . 9 
16.1 
17.6 
19.1 
9.0 
Per cent 
Part owner 
.5 
7. 7 
16.4 
16.9 
15.5 
21.0 
16 . 5 
5.5 
1 
Per cent 
Tenant 
5 .0 
16.1 
13.4 
13 .4 
12. 2 
22.5 
l t. 7 
S. 7 
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capital which he is operating, including the land which he operates 
as well as his equipment and live stock. 
Give a tenant and an owner the same capital and the tenant 
will make nearly twice as large a labor income as will the owner 
TABLE 32.-RELATION OF CAP.ITAL TO LABOR INCOMES. 
Labor income 
Capital 
Owner Part owner Tenant 
- -·- -----
$ 2000 or less . . ............. . .... $ 42 $243 $211 
2001-$ 4000 .... .. . . ........ .. 171 220 258 
4001- 6000 ... . ..... . ........ 148 298 288 
6001- 8000 .......... . ... . ... 172 372 401 
8001- 10,000 .............. . . . . 282 343 424 
10,001- 15,000 .... . ........ .. .. . 267 618 769 
15,001- 25,000 ... .. ......... . . .. 702 752 952 
· 25,001 and over . ..... . . . . . . . . . .. 829 1450 593 
according to Table 32. This was found to be the case with all 
capital divisions except the last in which the farm owner made a 
larger labor income than did the tenant. 
TABLE 33.-RELATION BETWEEN CAPITAL AND SIZE OF FARM. 
Size of farm 
Capital 
·---
----------------1 
I 
Owner 
I 
Part owner Tenant 
______ , 
' 
$ 2000 or less ...... . ...... . . ... . . 28.5A. 20. A. 25.5 A. 
2001-$ 4000 ........... .. .. .. . 38.9 52.4 53.03 
4001- 6000 . . ........... . . . . . 65.4 75.6 79 . 4 
6001- 8000 . .. . ............ . . 80.7 99.6 110.7 
8001- 10,000 ...... . . .... .. . . . . 113.4 123 . 4 122.7 
10,001- 15,000 . .. . . .......... . . . 143.2 156.5 165.8 
15,001- 25,000 .............. ... . 211 . 3 224.5 222 .3 
Over 25,000. : . ... . ......... . . . . 361.2 382.g 358.5 
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The tenant with the same capital as the owner, farms practically 
the same amount of ground as does the owner. (Table 33.) In study-
ing such factors as acres per horse, acres per $100 worth of equipment, 
etc., no great uniformity was found in any direction. The tenant 
usually farmed a little more land per unit of equipment, but the 
variation in amount of land farmed per equipment unit was not 
regular. This again is due to the fact that not enough records are 
available to make fair averages with this number of divisions. 
Land Tenure and Per cent of Receipts from Crops.-Ciassifying 
the records for this study brought out more clearly than has yet been 
shown, perhaps, the fact that the great majority of tenants depend 
almost entirely on crops for their income. Fifty-two per cent of the 
landowners got less than twenty-five per cent of their receipts from 
crops as compared to fifteen per cent of the tenants getting the same 
TABLE 34.-PER CENT FARMS CLASSED BY CROP R ECEIPTS. 
--·-------------...,..------:-----------
Per cent of receipts from crops 
I 
Per cent 
Owner 
5orless ....... . .. . . .......... : . : 24.6 
6-25 . ............ . .. . ..... . .... I 27.8 
26-50............. . .. ...... . .... 26.4 
51-75........... .. ... ............ 15.8 
76-95.... . . ... . .. . . .. . . .... . . .. . 2.8 
Over 95......... . . . .. .. . ..... ... 2.4 
Per cent 
Part owner 
9.6 
25.1 
39.8 
18.7 
4.5 
2.3 
Per cent 
Tenant 
8.5 
6.8 
30 .6 
31. 4 
16.9 
5 . 6 
rate. (Table 34.) Fifty-four per cent of the tenants received over 
fifty per cent of their total receipts from crops. 22.5 per cent of 
the tenants get more than seventy-five per cent of their receipts 
from crops as compared with five per cent of owners· getting the 
same rate. 2.4 per cent of the owners receive over ninety-five per 
cent of their total receipts from crops while 5.6 per cent of the 
tenants get this rate. This well .illustrates the fact that the tenant 
is a grain farmer and is not adding anything to the fertility of the 
soil. 
In comparing labor incomes with receipts from crops, aside 
from a few minor irregularities, the men making the largest incomes 
realize about one-half their receipts from crops. (Table 35.) The 
men owning land who get more than ninety-five per cent of their 
receipts from crops apparently are not prospering. With landowners 
the greatest success seems to be where crops are fed to live stock. 
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TABLE 35.-RELATION BETWEEN CROP RECEIPTS AND LABOR INCOME. 
Labor income 
Per cent receipts from crops 
----------------------------I---O--w_n_e_r ___ 1 __ P_a_rt __ ow __ n_er __ I ___ T_e_n_a_n_t __ . 
5 or less.· ... . .......... . ..... . . . 
6-25 .... . ......... . ........ . .. . 
26-50 ...... . ...... . .... . .. . ... . . 
51-75 .... . ......... . . . ... . . . .. . . 
76-95 ......... · .... . ... . .. . .... . . 
Over 95 ....... . ... . . . . . . . ...... . 
$627 
296 
455 
283 
206 
-351 
$341 
559 
316 
650 
548 
-48 
$306 
432 
564 
684 
321 
295 
TABLE 36.-RELATION BETWEEN CROP RECEIPTS AND AREA CROPPED. 
Per cent of farm area devoted to crops 
Per cent receipts from crops 
Owner Part owner Tenant 
------------------------l------1-------l---------
5 or less .... · . .... . ..... . .... . .. . 
6-25 ..... . . . ..... .. . .. .. .... .. . 
26-50 .... . ....... .. . . . . ...... . . . 
51-7 5 . .... . .... . . . ......... . . . .. . 
76-95 .. .. ... . .. . . .. .. . . . ..... .. . 
Over 95 ............. . .. . ...... . . 
39.3 
54.6 
53.6 
41.3 
45.6 
61.2 
42.7 
56.9 
59.2 
68.8 
70.0 
80.2 
33.5 
54.4 
53 . 0 
61.1 
70 . 2 
78 . 0 
Owners receiving five per cent or less of the gross receipts from crops, 
make a labor income of $627 as compared with a labor income of 
minus $351 made by owners receiving more than ninety-five per cent 
of their total receipts from crops. The tenant receiving the same 
proportion of his receipts from crops as does the owner just mentioned 
makes practically the same labor income in both cases; namely, 
$306 and $295, slightly in favor of the tenant selling a very small 
amount of crops. 
Table 36 shows that the tenant who sells a large amount of 
crops devotes a larger per cent of his farm to salable crops. Con-
sequently the grain farm tenant exhausts his soil in about one-half 
the time that the stock farm tenant does. He docs not grow more 
grain because he wants to feed it but because he wants to sell it. 
LAND TENURE 93 . 
This is an indication that perhaps somewhat more intensive methods 
of farming will permit the tenant to keep more live stock. If men 
find that they can grow live stock on the farm profitably, without 
keeping two or three acres of grass for every animal unit, then 
perhaps the tenant can be persuaded to keep more live stock. With 
other factors, such as crop acres per man and horse, productive 
work units, etc., no definite relationship has been found. 
Land Tenure and Productive Man Work Units.-In studying 
tenure from the standpoint of amount of productive work, it is 
found that approximately one-third of the owner farms fall in the 
classes of less than 100 man work units per workman per year. 
TABLE 37.-PERCENTAGE DrSTRillUTION OF FARMS BY PRODUCTIVE M AN 
WoRK UNITS*. 
- - ------- - -··-- ------ -------- --------------------·-·--·-··-··--·· ------ --
Percentage of farms in each class 
Productive man work units 
per man per year 
100 or less ... . . .. .. . ........ ... . . 
101-125 ..... . .. . .......... . . . . . . 
126-150 .. . . . . .. .. .. . ... . .. .. ... . 
151-175 ... . ....... . .. . . ... .. . . . . 
176-200 .. . ...... . .... .. ...... . . . 
201-225 . .. . . ...... .. ........... . 
Over 225 . . . . . ... .. .... . . . . .. . .. . 
Owners 
(249) 
30.6 
16.3 
12.4 
11.2 
11.2 
7.4 
10.9 
Part owners 
(207) 
17.1 
16.2 
15.2 
18.8 
14.0 
9.1 
9.6 
Tenants 
(170) 
19.2 
14.1 
20 . 1 
12 .9 
10. 5 
11 . 5 
11 . 7 
(Table 37 .) The daily labor records kept at t his Station indicate 
that from 150 to 200 productive man work units per man per year 
about represents average conditions on these farms. The results 
from the survey would indicate that perhaps these figures are a 
little high . In other words, the co-operators in daily record work 
are slightly above the average of this region. Fifty-three per cent 
of the tenants have less than 150 work units per man per year. 
Nearly fifty per cent of the part owners are in this condition and 
fifty-nine per cent of the owners. One-third of the tenants have 
more than 175 work units per man per year , while the landowners 
have twenty-nine per cent of their farms in this class. In general 
the distribution of farms does not show any great advantage in favor 
of either owner or tenant. 
*See p 65 fur definition of " man work unit" . 
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TABl-E 38.--·RELATION oF MAN WoRK UNrTs To CAPITAL. 
Productive man work units per 
man per year 
100 or less .. ...... . . ... . ........ . 
101-125 ...... . . . . . .... . ........ . 
126-150 ...... . ... . . . .. . . . .. . .. . . 
151-175 . . ...... . . . .. . . . . 
176-200 ......... . ......... . .. .. . 
201-225 .. .. .. . .... . ............ . 
Over 225 . .. . .. . . . . ..... . ....... . 
Owner 
$ 7356 
10917 
11465 
13988 
14383 
14797 
22166 
Capital invested 
Part owner T enant 
$ 5596 $ 693 
4972 1075 
7045 1308 
7502 1435 
9627 1436 
10204 2509 
10697 2638 
A comparison of capital and productive work units in Table 38 
shows pretty conclusively that the more capital a man has the 
harder he has to work, if he starts in either owner or tenant class. 
The tenant with $1000 capital does the same amount of productive 
labor as the owner with $10,000 capital. This proportion holds 
pretty well throughout the seven divisions of productive labor. This 
large variation is explained by the fact that the owner has the major 
portion of his capital in real estate and capital can influence pro-
ductive labor only to the extent that this capital is invested in labor 
equipment, in other words, work stock and machinery. The 
remainder o~ the owners' capital has very small effect on productive 
labor. 
In studying profits per acre and their relation to productive 
work units, Table 39 shows that the owner who puts in the same 
TABLE 39.-RELATION BETWEEN PRODUCTIVE MAN WoRK UNITS AND PROF-
ITS PER ACRE. 
------------·-·-.. ·-·---------------------------~- ------------ ---- ---- -----------------~-------
Productive man work units per 
man per year 
100 or less ... .. .... .. . .... . .. . . . . 
101-125 .. . .. .. . .. .. .. ... .. ... . . . 
126~150 .. .... .. . .... . .. . .. ..... . 
151-175 .... . . .... . . . . .... ... .. . . 
176-200 .... . ........... . ...... . . 
201-225 ..... . . . .. .. . . . ... . . . ... . 
Over 225 ........ .. ..... . .. . . .. . . 
Owner 
$5.60 
6.10 
7.30 
6 . 50 
7.30 
7.30 
7.10 
Profit per acre 
Part owner 
$4.50 
5.10 
5.30 
5.00 
6.20 
6.40 
7.80 
Tenant 
$3.30 
4.10 
3.20 
3 . 90 
4.80 
4 . 60 
5.50 
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amount of productive labor as the tenant gets considerably more 
profit per acre. For example, the tenant who puts in from 151 to 
175 productive man work units per year, gets $3.90 profit per acre 
while the owner in the same class gets $6.50 profit. This represents 
fairly well the difference in profits per acre of owner and tenant when 
compared on the basis of equal amount of productive labor. 
TABLE 40.-RELATION BETWEEN PRODUCTIVE MAN WORK UNITS AND PRO-
DUCTIVE HORSE WORK UNITS. 
Productive man work units per 
man per year 
100 or less .. .. ... . .......... . .. . . 
101-125 . .... . . . ....... . ..... . .. . 
126-150 . .......... . ..... .. .. . .. . 
151-175 . .... .. . . .. . ... .. . .. . .. . . 
176-200 .. . .. .. ...... ... . .. .... . . 
201-225 .... ... ... . . . . .... .. .... . 
Over 225 ... . .. . . .. . .... .' . .... . . . 
Owner 
. 27.5 
30.5 
34.6 
34 . 5 
43.3 
36 .6 
55. 
Work units per horse 
Part owner 
42.6 
45.0 
45.6 
48 . 
39.5 
51.0 
49.6 
Tenant 
40 . 7 
45.0 
48 .6 
61. 
62.4 
61. 6 
67.0 
Table 40 gives a comparison of the productive horse work units 
and work units per man on owner and tenant farms. Tenants with 
the same amount of productive man labor as the owners, use their 
horses more than do the landowners. For example, the tenant of 
the class 176 to 200 productive man work units per man gets 62.4 
units productive work from a work horse in a year while the owner 
only gets 43.3 units. The above figure would naturally lead to the 
conclusion that the tenant, with the same amount of work would 
realize the larger ·labor income. This assumption is borne out in 
Table 41, which shows that, uniformly, the tenant with the same 
amount of productive labor per man as the owner, realizes a larger 
labor income. Th.is should not be confused with Table 39 showing 
excess of receipts over expenses per acre and their relation to work 
units . The farm owner has a big interest charge to subtract from 
his income, while the tenant has a very small one. This makes the 
large difference in labor income. Other factors studied such as 
acres farmed per man, crops acres per man, and acres farmed per 
horse, show very little the effect of different amounts of productive 
man work units. 
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TABI-E 41.-RELAT!ON BETWEEN PRODUCTIVE MAN WORK UNITS AND LABOR 
f NCOMES. 
Productive man work units per 
man per year 
Labor incomes 
-----
Part owner I Tenant I O
wner 
---
--
-1--
100 or less . . .. .. . ......... . .... . . I 
1o1-125 ...... .. ........... ...... I 
126-150 ...... .. ... . ... . .. .. . ... ·I 
151-175 .... . .... . . .. .. . .. ... . .. ·I 
176-200 .. . . . . .. . . . . ..... . . . . . ... i 
201·225 ..... .. ...... . .... .. . . .. . . 
1 Over 225 .... . . . . . ............ .. . 
$ 27 
176 
334 
303 
460 
511 
752 
$ 165 $168 
225 326 
383 325 
407 496 
492 571 
672 825 
1178 962 
TABLE 42.-DISTRIBUTION OF TENANT FARMS BY TENANTS' PERIODS OF TEN-
ANCY. 
PO>fod of t.oan'y I Age of operator 
Per cent of total 
farms 
---------------~------------· 
2 years or less . ......... .. . . ....... . . 
1
1 
3 to 5 years . ... ... . .. .. . . . ... . .... . 
6 to 10 years . . . .... . ..... .. .. .. .. . . 
11 to 15 years . . .... . ... . ........ .. . . 
1 
Over 15 years ...... . ... . . . . .. . . . . .... . 
I 
26.1 
29. 7 
34 . 7 
39 . 2 
49.4 
10.6 
14 .7 
24.7 
16 .5 
33.5 
TABLE 43.-DISTRIDUTION OF TENANT FARMS B Y PERIOD OF CONTI NUOUS 
RESIDENCE ON SAME FARM. 
Number of years on same farm 
2 years or Jess ... ... . . . .. . .. ... .. .. . 
3 to 5 years .. . .. .. .... . .. .. . .. . .. .. . 
6 to 10 years . . . . . . . . . .. ... . .. . . .. . . 
11 to 15 years . . .. . ............ .. ... . 
Over 15 years .. ......... . ...... .. . . . . 
Age of operator 
35 . 7 
38 . 2 
44.3 
41.8 
53 . 0 
Per cent of total 
farms 
43 . 5 
3 4.0 
11 .2 
4 .8 
6.5 
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Land Tenure and Period of Tenancy.-An effort has been made 
here to study the efficiency of tenants who have been tenants for 
different lengths of time on different farms and also of tenants who 
have stayed on the same farm for different periods of time. The 
percentage of total tenants falling in these two groups is shown in 
Tables 42 and 43. One-fourth of the tenants included in this study 
have been tenants five years or less, one-fourth from six to ten years, 
and one-third have been tenants for more than fifteen years. 77.5 
per cent of the tenants remain on the same farm less than five 
years, while nearly one-half the tenants stay on the same farm less 
than two years. Nothing could better illustrate the fact which has 
before been mentioned, that perhaps the greatest handicap of the 
tenant is the fact that he does not remain on the same farm long 
enough. 
TABLE 44.-RELATION OF PERIOD OF TENANCY, SIZE OF FARM, AND LABOR 
INCOM E. 
------
Peri ocl of tenancy 
ess .. .. .. ............ 2 years or 1 
3 to 5 years 
6 to 10 year 
• •••• ••• • ••• 0 ••••••• 
s .. .. .. ....... . ... . . 
s ... .. .. ........ . . .. 11 to 15 year 
Over 15 year s .. ..... . .. .... ...... 
Tenant not on same farm 
continuously 
Size of farm Labor income 
87 293 
113 560 
130 654 
135 334 
153 493 
T enant on 
same farm 
continuousl y 
Size of fa rm 
108 . 5 
142 
194 
I 
126 
126 
·--
The size of farm operated by the tenants of the five different 
classes increases quite uniformly from the first to the fifth class, 
as shown by Table 44. Regarding the size of farm operated by men 
who have been on the same farm for different periods of time, the 
amount of land increases through the first three classes, then de-
creases almost eighty acres per farm. 
The amount of capital which the tenant has to work with is 
shown in Tables 45 and 46. This shows the men who have been 
tenants a short period of time to be rather low on capital. A glance 
at the age-of-operator column, however, will pretty largely explain 
this. The tenant who has been a tenant only a short time is a 
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TABLE 45.-RELATION BETWEEN PERIOD OF TENANCY AND CAPITAL ON 170 
TEN ANT FARMS. 
Period of t enancy Number farms 
Age of op-
erator Capital 
-----~-------------1----·- -------
2 years or less . . .. .. ....... .. .. . 
3 to 5 years .... .. .. . .. . ... . . . . . 
6 to 10 years ................. . . 
11 to 15 years ...... . .... .. ' .. . . . 
Over 15 years . . . . .. .. .. .. ... .... . 
18 
25 
42 
28 
57 
26.1 
29.7 
34.9 
39.2 
49.4 
714 
1329 
1639 
1588 
1739 
comparatively young man who perhaps started as a tenant from a 
laborer, consequently without much capital to begin with. Judging 
from the age of operator and amount of capital which tenants have, 
the tables show that the tenant practically doubles his capital from 
the ages of twenty-six to thirty years. From thirty years on his 
increase in capital becomes inuch less rapid, averaging only about 
$20 per year. This can largely be explained by the fact that many 
men who started as tenants will at the age of thirty years or there-
abouts, have purchased land and become landowners, leaving from 
that age on, less efficient men, perhaps, in the tenant class. This 
proves to be the actual situation as a study of a few subsequent tables 
will show. 
TABLE 46.-RELATION BETWEEN PERIOD OF TENANCY ON SAME FARM AND 
CAPITAL ON 170 TENANT FARMS. 
------------------------------
Period of tenancy on same farm Number of Capital farms 
2 years or less . . ..... . . ..... . . .. . . . . ...... ... . 74 1112 
3 to 5 years .......... .... .... ... ........ .. . .. . 58 1847 
6 to 10 years . . .. .. . . .. ..... ........ . . . .. .. .. . 19 2136 
11 to 15 years .. .... . . .. .. ..... .. ...... . . .. .. . . 8 1571 
Over 15 years .... . .... . ... . .. . .. . ............. . 11 1443 
Table 46, showing the capital of tenants who have been on the 
same farm for different lengths of time, illustrates the fact that 
probably the tenant who has been on the same farm for from six to 
ten years is the more capable man, judging from the fact that he 
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has more working capital than any other class. From this length 
of time on, up through the next two divisions, the capital of the 
tenant steadily decreases. This decrease in capital indicates the 
decrease in efficiency of the tenant after ten years. The tenant also 
operates more land per man up to the age of thirty-five. This is the 
age which includes the class of tenants that have been renters for 
from six to ten years. From here on, they begin operating less land, 
consequently their efficiency will probably decrease. 
The amount of live stock kept per crop-acre increases until the 
group who having been tenants from eleven to fifteen years is reached. 
This class of tenants seems to keep more stock than any other. 
This same class also does more productive labor per man than any 
other class while the class that have been tenants from six to ten 
years does more productive horse labor than any other class. In 
studying per cent of receipts from crops, the fact that the beginner 
depends largely on crops for his returns is brought out clearly. 
Seventy per cent of the returns of the tenant, who has been working 
as a tenant two years or less is from crops, while only one-half of 
the receipts of all the classes of tenants are from this source. This 
TABLE 47 -RELATION OF PERIOD OF TENANCY AND KIND OF TENANCY TO 
LABOR INCOME. 
----·-------- ·---------------
Period of tenancy 
2 years or less . . .. . ......... . .... . ......... . 
3 to 5 years . . ........ .. .. .. . . ... ... . ... . .. . 
6 to 10 years ..... .. .. .. ... . . . ...... . ...... . 
11 to 15 years ........ .. ............ . ....... . 
Over 15 years .. ... .. . . . .. . ... . . .... .. . . . . . . . . 
Labor income 
Tenant on 
different 
farms 
293 
560 
654 
334 
493 
Tenant on 
same farm 
410 
582 
554 
500 
502 
leads to but one conclusion which is well borne out in Table 47, that is, 
that the efficiency of tenants based on length of time they have been 
tenants increases up to ten years, from this time on, their efficiency 
is considerably less. The summary presented in this table shows 
that the farmer who has been a tenant from six to ten years has a 
labor income of $654, while the tenant who has been a tenant for 
a longer time has a labor income of less than $450. The tenant who 
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has been on the sarne farm from three to five years made a trifle 
larger income, while the one who has been on the same farm from 
six to ten years made the next largest labor income. It would 
appear from this study that no contract should be made between 
landlord and tenant for a shorter period than three years or a longer 
period than ten years. Somewhere between the time of three and 
ten years, the tenant, if he be efficient, will be ready to purchase land 
of his own. If he be inefficient the owner will not want him longer 
than three years. In most regions the landowners know who the 
good tenants are. Landowners would profit materially by renting 
to these good tenants for from five to ten year periods. In this 
manner the tenant could keep more live stock. H e would take 
more interest in improving and building up the farm, because he 
would receive the direct benefit and would not be improving it for 
someone else to enjoy. Thus the farm would become more valuable, 
the tenant would receive more as his return and the owner would 
receive a larger return in land rent and in increase in value of his 
land. What is more important than this, however, would be that the 
community would have a stable, non-shifting group of citizens who 
Figure. 9.-A School in the Region That Shows Evidence of an Interested 
Community. 
would take an interest in the well-being of the community, thus 
insuring better social and economic conditions throughout. It is 
the writer's opinion that no more beneficient change could be made 
in rural conditions at present, than to change the systems of rental 
to long-term leases. Let the owner specify that the crops shall be 
fed on the farm if he so desire and that crop rotations shall be followed 
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with corn nut more than two years in succession on the same field, and 
with a definite acreage of grass or leguminous crops. This could 
well be done and many men who are inefficient at present would, 
Uiider such regulations, become valuable tenants and valuable 
citizens as well. 
Figure 10.-A School of This Region Which is Commonly Found with 
Shifting Neighborhoods. 
A study of excess of receipts over expenses per acre shows that 
this excess increases one dollar per acre as we go up through the 
first three classes of tenants. (Table 48.) To those who have been 
TADLE 48.-RELATION OF PERIOD OF TENANCY 1'0 PROF!'l' PER ACRE. 
Period of tenancy I 
2 years or less ... . ... .. ............. I 
3 to 5 years ................ . ..... . 
6 to 10 years ...................... . 
11 to 15 years ............ . .. . ...... . 
Over 15 years ..... . ................. . 
Age of tenant Profit per acre 
-------------1-------------
26.1 years. 
29.7 
34.9 
39.2 
49.4 
$3.80 
4 . 70 
5.70 
3.45 
3.80 
tenants two years or less this excess amounts to $3.80 per acre; those 
having been tenants from three to five years, $4.70 per acre; those 
having been tenants from six to ten years, $5.70 per acre. From 
here the figure falls off $2 per acre for the last two groups, there 
being very little difference in the last two groups of tenants. This 
102 MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION BULLETIN 121 
further verifies the existing relation, previously noted, between labor 
incomes and other efficiency factors. 
Influence of Education on Land Tenure.- In studying education 
and its effect on land tenure we find the men with more than a com-
mon school education farming more land and making somewhat 
larger labor incomes. Table 49 shows the comparative standing of 
TABLE 49.-LABOR INCOME AS AFFECTED BY EDUCATION. 
Owners 
I 
Part owners Tenants 
--
District I More than ' District More than District More than 
school district school district school district 
school school school 
Number of farms . . . 266 42 176 43 158 20 I Size of farm (acres) 125 206 I 139 161 128 174 
Capital .... .. .. . ... $11434 $19280 $7206 $9202 $1493 $1906 
Labor income ....... $ 218 $ 808 $ 441 $ 510 $ 466 $ 731 
Cost of family living $ 404 $ 481 $ 421 $ 433 $ 344 $ 419 
Animal units* ... . .. 18 36 18 23 14 
owners, part owners, and tenants with the various degrees of educa-
tion. Because of the fact that high school and college educations 
at the time these operators attended those schools, was less definite 
than now, only two divisions in education have been made: (1) 
those attending district school only, and (2) those going further than 
district school. 
Table 50 shows the comparative values of the education received 
by the various groups. The farm owner going further than the 
district school has an increase in labor income of something more 
than $600. This means that he has been able to increase his yearly 
earning capacity by this amount due to higher mental training. At 
five per cent this would represent interest on a capital of $12,000. 
His education, therefore, represents to him a capital of this amount. 
With the part owners it is shown that a considerably less increase 
in earning capacity still more than off-sets the probable cost of an 
average of two years in high school or of somewhat less than two 
years in college. With the tenant there is shown to be a decided 
*See page 65 for definition. 
20 
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TABLE 50.-VALUE OF HIGHER EDUCATION AS A MEANS OF INCREASING LABOR INCOME . 
-· -
Owners Part owners Tenants 
·-
District More than District More than District More tha r 
school district school district school district 
school school school 
Number of farms . .. 266 42 176 43 158 20 
Labor income ..... $218 $808 $441 $510 $466 $731 
Value of products 
used in home . .. 166 192 168 183 138 177 
Total labor· income . . 384 1000 609 693 604 908 
Increase due to high-
er education .... . . . 616 ... 84 . . . 304 
Capital it represents . . . 12320 . .. 1680 ... 6080 
increase in income due to education. He has been able to increase 
his earning capacity, to the extent that his higher education repre-
sents to him a capital of slightly more than $6000. These figures 
for all three classes show that their investment in higher education 
has been highly profitable to them. 
Another point in this connection is shown in Table 51 which 
gives the comparative lengths of time which men of different educa-
TABLE 51.-RELATION OF EDUCATION AND PERIOD OF TENANCY BEFORE BE-
COMING OWNER. 
Rural School .. . . .. . .. . . . . .. .. .. . ..... . . .... . 
High School. ... ... ..... . . .. . . . .......... . .. . 
College . ...... . . ... . . . . . . .. . . .... .... ... . .. . 
Period of tenancy 
272 
Owners 
4 . 7 yrs. 
2.4 
2.5 
218 
Part owners 
8 . 
5. 
2.8 
tions spent as tenants before becoming landowners. Those men 
who go farther than rural schools are able to become landowners 
in less than one-half the time that those who go no farther than the 
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district ~chools require. This certainly is a point in favor of men 
attaining all the education possible. It might be mentioned here 
that the college education referred to usually means attendance for 
from one to two years at the normal school at Warrensburg, located 
near this region, or at William Jewell or other junior colleges. The 
men attending these schools very often went there from rural schools 
without having taken any high school work. 
Crop Yields and Land Tenure.-A study of the relationship 
between crop yields and land tenure brings out some very interesting 
points. The per cent of owner, part owner, and tenant farms 
falling in the various groups according to crop yields, is shown in 
TABLE 52.-DISTRIBUTION BY CROP YIELDS. 
Crop index* 
60 per cent o:r less ............ . . . 
61- 75 per cent .... · ............ . 
76- 90 per cent . . ............ . .. i 
91-110 per cent ... . ...... . .. .. .. l 
111-130 per cent ..... .. . . .. . . .. . . ! 
Over 130 per cent ... . ... ... . . . . . . i 
Percentage of farmers recetvlfig crop 
yields indicated in left-hand column 
Owners 
3.8 
6.8 
19.4 
29.8 
24.4 
15.6 
Part owners 
4.1 
15.5 
24.5 
30.5 
18.7 
6.3 
Tenants 
9.5 
15.0 
25.5 
27.8 
14.5 
7.8 
Table 52. One-tenth of the owner farms have average crop yields 
of less than seventy-five per cent of the average for the region. 
One-fifth of the part owners fall in this same group while one-fourth 
of the tenants are in this group. One-half of the tenants have less 
than 90 per cent of the average yield for the region. Approximately 
70 per cent of the landowners fall in the group having a crop index* of 
90 per cent or more, 15 per cent of them having a crop index of more 
than 130 per cent, while only 7.8 per cent of the tenants are in this 
group. The results as a whole show that the owner farms rank higher 
in crop yields than do either part owner or tenant farms. Part 
owner farms in all cases correspond very closely to tenant farms so 
far as crop yields go. 
*See page 67 for definition of "crop index." 
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TABLE 53.-RELATlON OF CROP YIELDS TO SIZE OF FARM. 
Crop index* · 
60 per cent or less .. .... .. . .. . . . . 
61- 75per cent ........... . . . . . . 
76- 90 per cent . . ..... .. ... ... . . 
91-110 per cent .... . . ..... .. . .. . 
111-130 per cent .... . . .. .. . .. . .. . 
Over 130 per cent. ..... . .. ... ... . 
Owners 
Acres 
85.2 
111 
126 
151 
154 
132 
Size of farm 
Part owners 
Acres 
83 
115 
137 
145 
181 
155 
T enants 
Acres 
68 .3 
116 
140 
151 
155 
125 
Table 53 shows that with the same crop yields, owners and 
tenants are farming the same area of ground , which for the average 
of this region is 151 acres. The size of farm of both owner and 
tenant increases regularly as the crop yields increase. 
Studying the relation of income per acre to crop yields of owner, 
part owner, and tenant, it is found that, with the lower yields, 
owners are making somewhat larger incomes per acre, while with 
the higher yields the tenants are receiving the larger incomes. (Table 
54.) This would indicate that tenants can less well afford to farm 
poor ground than can landowners. This fact is borne out by the 
TABLE 54.-RE!.ATION OF CROP YIELDS TO NET I NCOME PER ACRE. 
Crop index 
l 
60 per cent or less .. . ....... . .. . . I 
61- 75 per cent .... . . .. ..... ·· · ·I 
76- 90 per cent ....... . .... . . . .. ! 
91-110 per cent ....... . ..... ... . i 
111-130 per cent ....... . ....... . . 
Over 130 per cent. .... .. .. . ..... . 
Owners 
$4.70 
4.94 
4.95 
6.00 
8.35 
9.72 
*See p. 67 for definition of" crop index." 
Net income 
Part owners 
$ 3.04 
4 . 14 
6 .90 
7. 12 
9.90 
10 . 06 
Tenants 
$ 4.57 
4 . 50 
6. 83 
8 . 00 
9.39 
11 . 24 
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census of 1910 which shows that the percentage of tenants in the 
better counties of the state is decidedly higher than in the poorer 
counties. 
The relation of crop yields to labor incomes of owners, part 
owners, and tenants is shown in Table 55. With the exception of 
TABLE 55.-RELATION OF CROP YIELDS TO LABOR INCOME. 
Labor income 
Crop index 
Owners Tenants ~ Part owners I 
-------------------------l---$--4_6 ___ ! $ -26 1 ___ $_1_0_5 __ _ 
60 per cent or less .......... ... . . 
61- 75 per cent.......... . ... . .. -21 51 128 
76- 90 per cent.............. . . . 72 442 473 
91-110 per cent.............. . .. 376 484 601 
111-130 per cent.............. . .. 554 1040 857 
Over 130 per cent. . ........... ... 678 920 908 
some slight variations, labor incomes of both owners and tenants 
increase as crop yields increase. The income of the tenant is con-
siderably higher than that of the owner with the same crop yields. 
This is due partly to the fact that expenses do not run so heavy for 
the tenant and partly because he does not have the heavy interest 
charges to meet which are allowed for with owners before labor 
incomes are figured. These figures should not be considered as 
contradictory to the figures in the previous table which show net 
income per acre, because of the fact that those figures have con-
sidered only the gross income from the farm and the general expenses. 
These general expenses do not include interest on investment which 
usually makes the large difference in labor incomes. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS. 
The farm management survey of four townships in Johnson 
County, when studied from the standpoint of land tenure shows 
many results which indicate the weaknesses of the present method of 
renting land. 
The average value of all land in the region is $71. Owners and 
tenants are operating about the same amount of ground. 
The tenant grows more grain crops and sells a larger proportion 
of those grown than does the owner. 
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The tenant keeps one animal unit for every 5Yz acres of ground 
while the owner has one for every 3Yz acres. 
The tenant farms more land with given labor equipment than 
does the owner. 
The tenant gets lower yields from grain crops than does the 
owner and about the same from hay crops. 
The labor income of the tenants is $501, of the part owners 
$456, and of the owners $314. Thus the tenant gets more for his 
work than either other class. The family living expenses of the 
tenant are $354 as compared to $413 for the owner. 
After all expenses for the year are paid the owner has left in 
cash $696, the part owner $592, and the tenant $368. The tenant 
makes a larger labor income but does not have as much money at 
the end of the year to invest in land, improvements, education, 
better living conditions, etc. 
The owner farming all his land makes the largest rate of interest 
on his investment of any class of owners. The owner renting out 
part of his land ranks next. Part owners share- and mixed-
renting additional land pay their landlords the largest rate of interest 
on investment. The land rented for cash to part owners pays the 
smallest rate with land rented for cash to tenants ranking next. 
The part owners renting additional land on a cash basis make the 
largest labor income. One-half the tenant's income is from sale of 
crops while the owner receives but one-fourth of his income from 
this source. Farm owners bought back about one-half as much 
feed as they sold while tenants purchased about one-fifth as much 
as they sold. 
Both receipts and expenses per acre for tenant farms is less than 
for owner farms. The net income per acre for the tenant is slightly 
larger. The tenant class does not pay so much attention to school 
and church as does the owner. With the same sized farm the tenant 
makes a larger labor income except on the extremely large farm. 
A larger percentage of owners than tenants make a minus 
income. With the same labor income the tenant spends less for 
family living than does the owner. 
With the same capital, the tenant makes the largest labor in-
come, the part owner ranks next and the owner makes the smallest 
labor income. 
Tenants usually put in more productive hours labor than do 
owners. 
The tenant gets a larger labor income from the same amount of 
productive work units. 
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Forty-three and five-tenths per cent of the tenants remain on 
the same farm two years or less. Nearly eighty per cent of them 
move in less than five years. The tenants living on the same 
farms from six to ten years make the largest labor income. After 
ten years the labor income decreases. 
The farm owner with more than a rural school education makes 
nearly $600 more in labor income than the one who stops with the 
rural school. The part owner increased his labor income only $60 
and the tenant $270 by going farther than the rural schools. The 
men with higher educations remained tenants from one-half to one-
fourth as long before becoming owners as did those who stopped with 
the rural school. 
On the same sized farms owners are getting higher yields than 
tenants. With low yields, owners get the largest income per acre 
and with high yields the tenant gets the highest return. This meanP 
that rent rates are higher, in proportion to yields, on poor groun6. 
than on good ground, or in other words, that poor ground is highe1 
priCed than more fertile land. 
The advantages and disadvantages of the tenant from the 
standpoint of permanent agriculture are as follows: 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Farms more land with same 
equipment. 
Gets a higher labor income. 
Larger net income per acre. 
Gets larger labor income with 
(1) same sized farm, (2) same 
capital, (3) same productive 
work units. 
Puts in more productive labor 
per man and horse. 
Sells more crops, keeps less 
stock, consequently his type of 
farming is more exploitive. 
Gets lower crop yields. 
Smaller expenditure for family 
living than seems necessary for 
a desirable standard. 
Less cash at end of year to 
use in bettering condition. 
Children do not get as good an 
education. 
Pays less attention to church 
and Sunday school, both in 
attendance and contributions. 
Remains on one farm only a 
short time, consequently cannot 
become interested in local con-
ditions to a great extent. 
A study of the foregoing results leads to the conclusion that the 
present system of land tenure is undesirable, first because it en-
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courages tenants to become shiftless, second, because it depletes 
the soil, third, because it is very detrimental to the improving of 
rural social conditions. A man who can expect to remain on a farm 
no more than two years pays attention to nothing but what he can 
get out of the soil for the time being. He generally does not care 
for better roads, better schools, or a higher standard of living. He 
is not interested in his neighbors in any way. He is fairly certain 
when he moves to a community that he will not be there longer 
than from two to five years when he must seek a new region for his 
operations. Consequently he grows very careless of the conditions 
which surround him. He will not attempt to keep things looking 
well around the farm, nor will he spend much time in taking care of 
the farm in any way. 
The system can have but one result in regard to soil fertility 
and that is a rapid exhaustion of what natural elements are still in 
the soil. Mostly grain crops are grown and a large portion of these 
crops sold with very little feeding clone on the farm. The tenant is 
not necessarily to blame for this. He cannot afford to keep live 
stock when he has to move every two years, and probably through 
live stock farming only, will the fertility of the soil be maintained to 
any degree. 
A rural community where eighty per cent of the population is 
changing every five years can not have desirable social conditions. 
· The maintaining of good schools and churches in such a community 
is almost out of the question. The success of social center work is 
decidedly in danger when such a condition as this obtains. 
The only reason why rural communities are as well off as they 
are at present, is because of the fairly large percentage of farms 
operated by the owners. The moving to town of owners who have, 
through their success as farmers, been able to retire, will tend, how-
ever, to increase the per cent of tenants in the region, and any 
inefficient tenant present in the community is no more to blame 
than an absent landlord for the condition which exists. 
There are two things which landowners might do to change these 
conditions: first, rent their farms for a period of not less than five 
years; and, second, compel the tenant to keep and feed live stock 
on the farm. He could do this and would do it if they were to let 
him stay on the farm long enough. Require him to follow a reason-
able cropping system and to feed all crops grown or their equivalent 
on the land, utilizing especially all roughage on the farm as feed for 
stock. If the tenant is not able to buy live stock to do this, let the 
owner go with him half and half on live stock, thus making such a 
system of renting possible. This would make it easy for a good 
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tenant to rent land and difficult for a poor one. Many good tenants 
would be brought to the region where such conditions exist that 
under present conditions would not come a t all. The fertility of 
the land would be maintained, a more stable rural population would 
be assured and conditions in general would begin to improve. 
The above suggested steps seem to be only reasonable and 
necessary for the preservation of a rural community. They cannot 
be carried out successfully, however, unless all landowners in the 
region will work together to the one common end. It is the writer's 
opinion that in a period of ten or fifteen years of such regula !-ions the 
many present undesirable features of tenancy would have almost, 
or entirely, disappeared. 
It should not be inferred from the foregoing that tenancy is not 
desirable under any conditions. A young man starting without 
capital usually must be a tenant before he can become an owner. 
There is no question but that the owner with capital has a distinct 
advantage, but tenancy is usually more desirable than being a day 
laborer. Some of the worst objections to a tenant he can correct 
himself with the means he has at hand. It is the writers' opinion 
that the position of the part owner is the most enviable for a man 
with limited capital. He has the advantage of permanency in his 
business and can take advantage of rented land to make the size of 
his business desirable. This class of men, as shown in the early part 
of this bulletin ranks with owners in the places where tenants are. 
weak, and are about equal to tenants in the making of labor incomes, 
or, in other words, in economical efficiency. Tenancy, then, must be 
considered as a necessary step between the day laborer and the land-
owner, and with a little more co-operation of owner and tenant, can 
be made a much more desirable position than it is at present. 
